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DETAILED ACTION 

This Office Action is in response to a Request for Continued Examination filed November 1, 2005. 
Claims 1-26 are currently pending. Any rejection not set forth below has been overcome by the current 
Amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 3-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fanning et al. 
(U.S. 6,366,907), and further in view of Keskar (US 2002/0087632). 

As per claim 1 , Fanning et al. disclose a method of transferring an object from a source device to 
a destination device, as claimed, comprising: 

• discovering one or more processing devices communicating with destination device 
(see column 3, lines 32-35, where discovering is implied from the client already looking 
to find a data object from a provider server); 

• identifying a discovered data processing device that facilitates a remotely directed 
search for a data object (see column 3, lines 32-35, where provider server = data 
processing device); 

• using an identified data processing device to search for said object (see column 3, lines 
54-67); and 

• selecting a discovered data processing device as source device that is a location of said 
object as said source device (see column 4, lines 6-19, where search parameters can 
be used to identify certain servers where the object is located); and 
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• transferring object from source to destination (see column 4, lines 20-24). 
Although the system disclosed by Fanning et al. shows substantial features of the claimed 

invention (discussed above), it fails to disclose a network comprising at least one piconet and an ad hoc 
network, using the identified data processing device described above to search for said object on 
discovered said one or more data processing devices over a communication channel of said ad hoc 
network. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al., as evidenced by Keskar. 

In an analogous art, Keskar discloses a system of handheld devices that are able to share items 
located on the handheld device of the user operating the device (see Abstract). Further showing that the 
devices are capable of transferring the items using Bluetooth (see page 6, paragraph [0042]), wherein 
identified data processing devices are discovered and searched for objects (see Fig. 6 and page 7, 
paragraphs [0044-0045]). 

Given the teaching of Keskar, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. by employing the use of Bluetooth 
to support sharing of items, such as disclosed by Keskar, in order to allow the user to download items 
when they are in proximity to another Bluetooth equipped device. Since Bluetooth is being utilized, an ad 
hoc network is implied. In considering the piconet, it is old and well known in the art that piconets are 
created when devices communicate with Bluetooth wireless technology. 

As per claim 3 and 4, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose the steps of identifying a 
device that has the data object, as claimed, comprises steps of: 

• transmitting a query to data processing device (see Fanning et al. column 6, lines 59-62, 
where search requests = query); 

• including an address of a data processing device responding to query in a list of devices 
(see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4-13, where IP address = address of data processing 
device), and 
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• including in list of devices and address of another device facilitating a data object in 
response to query (see Fanning et al. column 7-13, where list of server descriptions = 
another device); 

As per claim 5, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose the step of searching device for 
object, as claimed, comprises steps of: 

• transmitting a search request including a user specified search parameter to data 
processing device (see Fanning et al. columns 6-7, lines 66-67 and 1-3, where search 
parameters are object name, quality rating, connection bandwidth); and 

• receiving a response to search request from a data processing device identifying object 
having relation to search parameter (see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4-5, where data 
object descriptions = data object). 

As per claim 6, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose displaying to a user an object 
identifier of data object identified in response (see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4-1 3, where identifier = 
object quality rating). 

As per claim 7, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose an object name associated with 
object having relation to search parameter (see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4-13). 

As per claim 8, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose a unique object identifier 
associated with data object having a relation to search parameter (see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4- 
13, where data object fingerprint = unique identifier). 

As per claim 9, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose address of another device which 
object is located (see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4-13, where list of server descriptions = another 
device). 

As per claim 1 0, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose the step of selecting a 
discovered data processing device comprises the steps of: 

• transmitting availability query to a device that is a location of object (see Fanning et al. 
column 4, lines 25-32, where availability is determined by the scoring mechanism); 
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• receiving a response to transfer availability query including a measure of availability (see 
Fanning et al. column 4, lines 25-32, where data transfer speed, and reliability of server = 
measure of availability); and 

• selecting a responding device optimizing said measure of availability (see Fanning et al. 
column 4, lines 32-26, where best score = optimized measurement). 

As per claim 1 1 , Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose measure of availability 
comprising measure of data transfer throughput (see Fanning et al. column 4, lines 28-32, where data 
transfer speed = data transfer throughput). 

As per claim 12, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar further disclose the step of transferring object 
from source device to destination device comprises the steps of; 

• determining an availability of source device to transfer a data object (see Fanning et al. 
columns 2-3, lines 64-67 and 1-2, where searching = determining); 

• transmitting to source device a request to transfer object (see Fanning et al. columns 2-3, 
lines 64-67 and 1-2, where transfer = transmitting); and 

• receiving at destination device data of object (see Fanning et al. columns 2-3, lines 64-67 
and 1-2). 

3. Claims 2, 17-22,25, and 26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fanning 
et al. as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION Version 1.1 . 

In considering claims 2 and 17, although the system disclosed by Fanning shows substantial 
features of the claimed invention (discussed above in claims 3, 5, 10, and 12), it fails to disclose: 

• transmitting a paging message over communication channel; and 

• including an address of a device responding to paging in a device list. 
Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 

modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al., as evidenced by BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION 
et al. 
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In an analogous art, BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION discloses the file transfer profile between a 
destination device (client) and a source device (server) for ad hoc networks comprising: 

• transmitting a paging message (see page 379 Client interaction, where selecting File 
Transfer Application displays a list of servers that may support the transfer); and 

• including an address of a device responding to paging message (see page 379 Client 
interaction, where a connection takes place implying that the address of the source 
device is provided to the destination device). 

Given the teaching of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION, a person having ordinary skill in the art 
would have readily recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. by employing 
server selection in an ad hoc network, such as disclosed by BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION, in order to 
see devices that are responsive in the network. 

Further in considering claim 17, although the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of 
BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION shows substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed above), it 
fails to disclose a network comprising at least one piconet and an ad hoc network, using the identified 
data processing device to search for said object on responding said devices over a communication 
channel of said ad hoc network. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION, as 
evidenced by Keskar. 

In an analogous art, Keskar discloses a system of handheld devices that are able to share items 
located on the handheld device of the user operating the device (see Abstract). Further showing that the 
devices are capable of transferring the items using Bluetooth (see page 6, paragraph [0042]), wherein 
identified data processing device responds to search for objects (see Fig. 6 and page 7, paragraphs 
[0044-0045]). 

Given the teaching of Keskar, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. in view of BLUETOOTH 
SPECIFICATION by employing the use of Bluetooth to support sharing of items, such as disclosed by 
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Keskar, in order to allow the user to download items when they are in proximity to another Bluetooth 
equipped device. Since Bluetooth is being utilized, an ad hoc network is implied. In considering the 
piconet, it is old and well known in the art that piconets are created when devices communicate with 
Bluetooth wireless technology. 

As per claim 18, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION 
further disclose displaying to a user an object identifier of data object identified in response (see Fanning 
et al. column 7, lines 4-13, where identifier = object quality rating). 

As per claim 19, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION 
further disclose an object name associated with object having relation to search parameter (see Fanning 
et al. column 7, lines 4-13). 

As per claim 20, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION 
further disclose a unique object identifier associated with data object having a relation to search 
parameter (see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4-13, where data object fingerprint = unique identifier). 

As per claim 21, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION 
further disclose address of another device which object is located (see Fanning et al. column 7, lines 4- 
13, where list of server descriptions = another device). 

As per claim 22, Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION 
further disclose measure of availability comprising measure of data transfer throughput (see Fanning et 
al. column 4, lines 28-32, where data transfer speed = data transfer throughput). 

Further, in considering claims 25 and 26, Fanning et al. in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION 
fails to disclose: 

• identifying portion of object not transferred including a measure of quantity of data 
comprising object; and 

• comparing a measure of data received to measure of quantity of object. 
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Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION, as 
evidenced by Fielding et al. 

In an analogous art, Fielding et al. discloses a protocol for sending and receiving data from a 
destination device and a source device comprising: 

• identifying portion of object not transferred including a measure of quantity of data 
comprising object (see HTTP/1.1 RFC 2616 section 3.12, where range units can be used 
to specify the amount of data to be transferred to destination device from source device); 
and 

• comparing a measure of data received to measure of quantity of object (see HTTP/1 .1 
RFC 2616 section 3.12, where range units can be used to specify the amount of data to 
be transferred to destination device from source device). It is implied that the amount of 
the file left to download would be known if the range units were used to specify the 
amount left to download. 

Given the teaching of Fielding et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. in view of BLUETOOTH 
SPECIFICATION by employing partial file download capability, such as disclosed by Fielding et al., in 
order to resume a broken download. 

In considering claim 26, it is implied that the order of bytes that is sent over using the HTTP/1 .1 
protocol is in order. 

4. Claims 13 and 14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fanning et al. in 
view of Keskar as applied to claims 1 and 12 above, and further in view of Kazaa (Kazaa Media Desktop 
URL:http://web.archive.orq/web/20001201223800/www.kazaa.com/index.php?paqe=technology) . 

As per claim 13, although the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar shows 
substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed above), it fails to disclose: 

• receiving a portion of object and an identifier of portion; and 
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• preserving identifier of portion of data. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar, as evidenced by Kazaa. 

In an analogous art, Kazaa discloses a system of transferring an object from a source device to a 
destination device including a searching means, selecting means, transferring means, and receiving 
means wherein receiving means comprises steps of: 

• receiving a portion of data object (see Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1 , lines 7-8, 
where dividing into several chunks = receiving a portion of data); and 

• preserving said identifier of identifier (see Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1 , lines 7-8, 
where it is implied that the identifier is preserved so the system knows where to start the 
next chunk). 

Given the teaching of Kazaa, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. in view of Keskar by employing 
partial downloading, such as disclosed by Kazaa, in order to improve download speed and reliability (see 
Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1, line 1). 

As per claim 14, although the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar shows 
substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed above), it fails to disclose: 

• identifying a portion of object not transferred; 

• identifying a second source having a second portion of object that has not been 
transferred; and 

• requesting transfer of second object from second source. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar, as evidenced by Kazaa. 
Kazaa further discloses: 

• identifying a portion of object not transferred to destination device (see Intelligent 
Downloads, paragraph 2, lines 1-5, where when a download fails in the middle of 
transmission, a second source is tried); 
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• identifying a second source having a second portion of object (see Intelligent Downloads, 
paragraph 2, lines 1-5, where identifying is implied considering the download is attempted 
from another source); and 

• requesting transfer of second portion of object from second source (see Intelligent 
Downloads, paragraph 2, lines 1-5, where requesting download is implied considering the 
download is attempted from another source). 

Given the teaching of Kazaa, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. in view of Keskar by employing a 
recovered download attempt from another source, such as disclosed by Kazaa, in order to improve the 
reliability that the transmission will be completed (see Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1, line 1). 

5. Claims 15 and 16 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fanning et al. in 
view of Keskar in view of Kazaa as applied to claim 14 above, and further in view of Fielding et al. 
(HTTP/1.1 RFC 2616). Although the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of 
Kazaa shows substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed above), it fails to disclose: 

• identifying portion of object not transferred including a measure of quantity of data 
comprising object; and 

• comparing a measure of data received to measure of quantity of object. 
Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 

modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of Kazaa, as evidenced 
by Fielding et al. 

In an analogous art, Fielding et al. discloses a protocol for sending and receiving data from a 
destination device and a source device comprising: 

• identifying portion of object not transferred including a measure of quantity of data 
comprising object (see HTTP/1.1 RFC 2616 section 3.12, where range units can be used 
to specify the amount of data to be transferred to destination device from source device); 
and 
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• comparing a measure of data received to measure of quantity of object (see HTTP/1 .1 
RFC 2616 section 3.12, where range units can be used to specify the amount of data to 
be transferred to destination device from source device). It is implied that the amount of 
the file left to download would be known if the range units were used to specify the 
amount left to download. 

Given the teaching of Fielding et al., a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of Kazaa 
by employing partial file download capability, such as disclosed by Fielding et al., in order to resume a 
broken download. 

In considering claim 16, it is implied that the order of bytes that is sent over using the HTTP/1.1 
protocol is in order. 

6. Claims 23 and 24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fanning et al. in 
view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION as applied to claim 17 above, and further in 
view of Kazaa (Kazaa Media Desktop 

URL:http://web.archive.orQ/web/20001201223800/www.kazaa.com/index.php?paae=technoloqv) . 

As per claim 23, although the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of 
BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION shows substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed above), it 
fails to disclose: 

• receiving a portion of object and an identifier of portion; and 

• preserving identifier of portion of data. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH 
SPECIFICATION, as evidenced by Kazaa. 

In an analogous art, Kazaa discloses a system of transferring an object from a source device to a 
destination device including a searching means, selecting means, transferring means, and receiving 
means wherein receiving means comprises steps of: 
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• receiving a portion of data object (see Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1, lines 7-8, 
where dividing into several chunks = receiving a portion of data); and 

• preserving said identifier of identifier (see Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1 , lines 7-8, 
where it is implied that the identifier is preserved so the system knows where to start the 
next chunk). 

Given the teaching of Kazaa, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of 
BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION by employing partial downloading, such as disclosed by Kazaa, in order 
to improve download speed and reliability (see Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1, line 1). 

As per claim 24, although the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of 
BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION shows substantial features of the claimed invention (discussed above), it 
fails to disclose: 

• identifying a portion of object not transferred; 

• identifying a second source having a second portion of object that has not been 
transferred; and 

• requesting transfer of second object from second source. 

Nonetheless, these features are well known in the art and would have been an obvious 
modification of the system disclosed by Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of BLUETOOTH 
SPECIFICATION, as evidenced by Kazaa. 

Kazaa further discloses: 

• identifying a portion of object not transferred to destination device (see Intelligent 
Downloads, paragraph 2, lines 1-5, where when a download fails in the middle of 
transmission, a second source is tried); 

• identifying a second source having a second portion of object (see Intelligent Downloads, 
paragraph 2, lines 1-5, where identifying is implied considering the download is attempted 
from another source); and 
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• requesting transfer of second portion of object from second source (see Intelligent 

Downloads, paragraph 2, lines 1-5, where requesting download is implied considering the 
download is attempted from another source). 
Given the teaching of Kazaa, a person having ordinary skill in the art would have readily 
recognized the desirability and advantages of modifying Fanning et al. in view of Keskar in view of 
BLUETOOTH SPECIFICATION by employing a recovered download attempt from another source, such 
as disclosed by Kazaa, in order to improve the reliability that the transmission will be completed (see 
Intelligent Downloads, paragraph 1, line 1). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed November 1 , 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

(A) Applicant contends that one of ordinary skill in the art would have no motive combine Fanning 
and Keskar because the combination would provide no additional functionality to either of the respective 
systems. 

(B) Applicant contends that Fanning in view of Keskar fail to show "identifying a discovered data 
processing device that facilitates a remotely directed search for a data object" and "using an identified 
data processing device to search for said object on discovered said one or more data processing devices 
over a communication channel of said ad hoc network." 

In considering (A), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. In response to applicant's argument that 
there is no suggestion to combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 
F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, Keskar shows that it would be obvious to allow peers to search for relevant items and 
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share those relevant items in an ad hoc network. A person skilled in the art would recognize the 
advantages of modifying a system that allows file searching and sharing, such as disclosed by Fanning, 
in order to search and share files among mobile devices. 

In considering (B), the Examiner respectfully disagrees. The Examiner believes that a user 
starting up a search engine and connecting to a server to search for files located on remote computers 
can read on the broad limitation of "identifying a discovered data processing device". If a user is not 
currently connected to a server, then proceeds to connect to the server, the newly formed connection is a 
discovery of a server. In considering Keskar not disclosing remotely directed search for a data object, the 
Examiner believes that Keskar shows searching for a data object in the form of a user making a request 
for relevant items on another users handheld device. In addition, although Fanning's search engine 
makes use of an up-to-date list present on the server of a search engine, the list reflects the existence of 
remotely stored data objects that a user is searching for and ultimately retrieves from the remote provider 
servers. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Philip J. Chea whose telephone number is 571-272-3951 . The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 7:00-4:30 (1st Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Glenn Burgess can be reached on 571-272-3949. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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